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Obijective: To examine the tactics the tobacco industry in Germany used to avoid regulation of secondhand
smoke exposure and fo maintain the acceptance of public smoking.

Methods: Systematic search of tobacco industry documents available on the internet between June 2003
and August 2004.

Results: In West Germany, policymakers were, as early as the mid 1970s, well aware of the fact that
secondhand smoke endangers non-smokers. One might have assumed that Germany, an international
leader in environmental protection, would have led in protecting her citizens against secondhand smoke
pollution. The tobacco manufacturers in Germany, however, represented by the national manufacturing
organisation “Verband’ (Verband der Cigarettenindustrie), contained and neutralised the early debate
about the danger of secondhand smoke. This success was achieved by carefully planned collaboration
with selected scientists, health professionals and policymakers, along with a sophisticated public relations
programme.

Conclusions: The strategies of the tobacco industry have been largely successful in inhibiting the regulation
of secondhand smoke in Germany. Policymakers, health professionals, the media and the general public
should be aware of this industry involvement and should take appropriate steps to close the gap between
what is known and what is done about the health effects of secondhand smoke.

tobacco industry because as public awareness about its

detrimental health effects increases, the demand for
smoke-free indoor air laws increases, contributing signifi-
cantly to reductions in smoking and revenues.'® In West
Germany, policymakers were, as early as the mid 1970s,
aware of the fact that secondhand smoke endangers non-
smokers. In addition, public opinion polls conducted in
Germany have consistently demonstrated strong support for
government restrictions of secondhand smoke. Therefore,
one would expect that Germany, an international leader in
environmental protection with a history of strong science and
public support for a clean environment, would have led in
protecting her citizens against secondhand smoke pollution.
Rather, science supporting detrimental health risks asso-
ciated with smoking has been successfully distorted by the
tobacco industry in Germany’ and the federal government of
Germany has historically supported tobacco interests.* This
discrepancy between public opinion and policy is a victory for
the tobacco industry in Germany. As of 2005, there was no
general law creating smoke-free public places and workplaces
and implementation of rarely enforced nominal controls is
left to individual entities and institutions.

The issue of secondhand smoke had emerged in Germany
well before it did in the United States (where there was
subsequently more progress on creating smoke-free work-
places, public places, and homes). The term for sidestream
smoke, “Nebenstrom”, had been coined in Germany in 1909’
and the hypothesis that secondhand smoke damages human
health was first advanced in Germany in the late 1920s by
Fritz Lickint.' ¢ Still, the German tobacco industry has been
successful in preventing the translation of research into
effective public health policy.

As far back as 1968, two representatives of a German
cigarette manufacturer wrote a letter to Frank Colby of

Secondhand smoke poses a serious problem for the

Reynolds Tobacco (RJR), later associate director of scientific
issues, in America regarding ‘“danger to nonsmokers by
nicotine”” because of the potential inclusion of nicotine into a
list of toxic compounds published annually by the German
MAK-commission (Senatskommision zur Priifung gesund-
heitsschéddlicher Arbeitsstoffe) that provides the scientific
foundation for workplace health protection from toxic
substances. The MAK-commission, while not a government
agency, is usually an influential voice affecting government
policy. It is a commission of the German Research
Foundation (Deutsche Forschungsgesellschaft), the central,
self-governing research organisation that promotes research
at universities and other publicly funded institutions in
Germany. The MAK-commission’s recommendations are
supposed to be taken into account through the government
commission called the Committee on Hazardous Substances
located in the Federal Agency for Occupational Health and
Safety and Occupational Medicine.

The MAK-commission discussed smoking in the workplace
on 10 October 1969 in response to an enquiry from the
Federal Minister of Occupation® and recommended restrict-
ing smoking in the workplace.” Despite this early awareness
and concern about secondhand smoke in Germany, the
tobacco industry successfully inhibited tobacco regulation in
Germany for decades by means of carefully planned
collaboration with selected scientists and policymakers and
a sophisticated public relations programme.

The tobacco industry is Germany is represented by the
Verband der Cigarettenindustrie' "' (Verband), the National
Manufacturing Association. The Verband was founded in
1948 and reorganised in 1954 to include 10 multinational and
national tobacco companies. The 1954 reorganisation
occurred the same year as US tobacco manufacturers founded
the Tobacco Institute to represent their political interests and
the Tobacco Industry Research Committee (later renamed
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Council for Tobacco Research) to influence the scientific
community and to support the public relations claims that
they were addressing the ‘““smoking and health contro-
versy”.” In Germany, these two functions, political and
scientific, were carried out in a single organisation, the
Verband.

The MAK-commission’s and the federal government’s
proposals (discussed below) of the early 1970s alerted the
Verband to the threat of passive smoking before the multi-
national companies considered it seriously. Understanding
that secondhand smoking was the crucial issue for their
viability, the tobacco industry in Germany, the Verband
promptly acted long before the German government and the
main German voluntary health agencies, leading to the
industry’s success in preventing government action to protect
German citizens from the toxic chemicals in secondhand
smoke. Indeed, as of 2005, none of the major voluntary
health agencies in Germany had continuously made second-
hand smoke a major topic.

METHODS

Between June 2003 and October 2004, we searched the
following tobacco industry document sites, made available as
a result of litigation in the United States: (1) the University of
California San Francisco Legacy Tobacco Documents Library
(www .legacy.library.ucsf.edu); (2) Philip Morris (http:/
www.pmdocs.org); (3) British American Tobacco (www.
bat.library.ucsf.edu); and (4) Tobacco Documents Online
(www.tobaccodocumentsonline.org). Initial search terms
included “German*’, ““Secondhand smoke”, “ETS” (envir-
onmental tobacco smoke, the tobacco industry’s acronym for
secondhand smoke) and their German equivalents, including
misspellings. Further searches included organisations,
names, and events, such as: “Verband (der Cigaretten-
industrie)” and “VdC” (acronym for the Verband),
“Bundestag” (lower house of German Parliament) and
“DEHOGA” (German Hotel and Restaurant Association).
We followed up with detailed searches on organisations,
institutions and individuals that were identified in the initial
searches. Standard, widely accepted document search strate-
gies were used to acquire reliable data within the tobacco
collections and case methodology typically used in docu-
ments research including the dependence upon triangulation
of findings was relied upon for analysis of retrieved data."”

Secondary source materials included media (newspaper
and magazine) reports, scientific papers, governmental
agency reports, original reports of surveys discussed in this
paper, and personal archives that were made available to the
authors.

Three interviews were conducted by one of the authors
(AB) with individuals who were either part of the public
health administration throughout some of the time periods
reported about and were in positions that dealt with the topic
of secondhand smoke (Rudolf Neidert, an employee of the
Federal Health Ministry until the 1990s, and Burkhard
Junge, an employee of the then-existing Federal Health
Office), and with Ernst-Giinther Krause, the vice president of
the German Nonsmokers Initiative, who has been active in
smoke-free issues since the early 1980s. The data from these
interviews were used to provide additional context on
industry activities that had been identified in the documents
as well as to identify issues, events and materials that did not
appear in the documents. Interviews were conducted with
key informants in accordance with a protocol approved by the
University of California Committee on Human Subjects.

The German language documents were translated by one
of the authors (AB), and the English language documents are
quoted verbatim.
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RESULTS

The results are presented in the text thematically; table 1
presents a timeline of key events. All events and reference to
government bodies, cigarette companies, other institutions
and survey data refer to West Germany before German
reunification in 1990.

Secondhand smoke emerges as a public issue in
Germany

Other than the MAK-commission, the first indication of high
level political concern about the detrimental effects of
secondhand smoke came in the answer to a December 1973
brief parliamentary enquiry made during the debate about
the revision of the German Food Law." The government
answer in May 1974 identified the protection of non-smokers
as an urgent issue:

...there are justified claims for a comprehensive protection
of nonsmokers, because it must be assumed with ample
certainty that the health damages which are established in
smokers can, in weakened form but fundamentally the
same, occur also by “passive smoking. ...Although the
data on the real danger of “‘passive smoking’’ is
insufficient as of yet, a conclusion by analogy must be
permitted that this danger is real. The federal government
does not have to act on the assumption of an abstract
notion of danger, the concrete danger can be taken for
granted. It would be irresponsible to wait until a ““rash” of
sick persons, people incapable of working and dead can
be exhibited that fell victim to passive smoking.'s

In June 1974, the Bundestag Committee for Youth, Family
and Health requested that the Bundestag use the adoption of
the revised food law as an occasion to begin to address
protecting non-smokers from secondhand smoke. The
Bundestag (lower house) passes federal laws, many of which
need approval by the Bundesrat (upper house) in which the
federal states of Germany are represented. The German
Chancellor heads the government. In response to a resolution
passed by one of its committees, the Bundestag passed a
resolution calling on the federal government to prepare a
comprehensive programme for “protecting the health con-
cerns of nonsmokers in the different settings of life”.' For
the mid 1970s, this was a very progressive statement.

In early 1975, another brief parliamentary enquiry about
the consequences of cigarette smoking was submitted to the
government by several deputies. Referring back to the
government’s 1974 response, the deputies included questions
about the effects of smoking during pregnancy and on
children exposed to tobacco smoke by their parents as well as
several questions about improving the protection of non-
smokers. The government responded’ ' that smoking during
pregnancy is harmful for the unborn and that children
exposed to parents’ tobacco smoke suffer respiratory diseases
twice as often as children of non-smokers. The response
further reinforced the earlier notion that the non-smoker is
exposed to an “additional environmental burden” which
would justify preventive measures and referred to the
pending programme for the protection of non-smokers.’”
The federal government failed to carry through with mean-
ingful action; it was not until 1978 that a programme for the
protection of non-smokers was released."

Beginning in the 1970s, protecting non-smokers was also a
central theme of the Medical Action Group on Smoking or
Health, the only non-governmental organisation (NGO) in
Germany active in the field at the time. Founded in 1971 by
medical scientist and director of the Research Center for
Preventive Oncology in Mannheim, Ferdinand Schmidt, the
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group called for the statutory protection of non-smokers in its
programme against smoking in 1972" and organised the first
German Non-smokers Conference in 1974. The group gave
legal assistance to non-smokers going to court; attempted to
reveal links between the tobacco industry, science, and
politics; issued publications for public and professional
audiences on the health risks of secondhand smoke; and
called for the government to issue an emergency programme
against smoking.”**' The tobacco industry, by way of
representatives or medical journals, responded by framing
the work of Ferdinand Schmidt as peculiar.”” The industry’s
attacks continued into the 1990s and were successful at
marginalising Schmidt in the eyes of government health
administrators.

Government action for the protection of non-smokers
At the state level, several ordinances were passed in the
1970s. A 1975 decree issued by the federal state of North
Rhine-Westphalia protected non-smokers in public offices,
acknowledging the danger from tobacco-related toxic sub-
stances for both smokers and non-smokers.” The decree,
however, was a non-binding recommendation as the onus of
requesting tobacco-free air rested on the non-smoker, so did
not carry great potential for change. The German Health
Minister’s 1978 programme for the protection of non-
smokers was similarly non-binding. A report on secondhand
smoking-related Verband activities at a September 1983
meeting in Washington DC of several National Tobacco
Manufacturing Associations revealed that this programme
replaced a law on the protection of non-smokers which had
apparently been prepared by the government in the mid
1970s:

In 1974 the German Federal Government had to answer a
Parliamentary Question on the health effects of cigarette
smoking. It was no surprise to the insider that as a by-
product passive smoking had also been dealt with at some
length..... The German cigarette industry, of course, could
not let this dangerous development simply go on. .... Since
there were most alarming signals from inside the Health
Ministry that a draft law on nonsmokers’ protection was in
preparation the industry decided to have the issue of
passive smoking debated on a high level scientific
conference in Munich in 1977. ... As a result it was
confirmed that passive smoking was not harmful to the
nonsmoker and hence no special legislative action was
needed. This result did impress the Health Ministry. The
intended law was changed into a programme of mere
recommendations with no binding effects. Even in its
political language the government abandoned its former
position. When asked in 1980 whether passive smoking
would cause lung cancer in nonsmokers the Health
Ministry’s spokesman in Parliament answered that the
actual state of epidemiological research did not support
such a relationship.? [emphasis added]

The 1978 programme drafted jointly by federal and state
level ministries responsible for health and forwarded to the
Bundestag by the Federal Minister for Youth, Family and
Health dropped several important passages adopted earlier by
the Permanent Working Group on Drugs, including in
particular: “the regulation of smoking in public places for
the protection of the nonsmoker is not only possible but it is
the duty of health protection agencies of the government.”*
Instead, the government reiterated the tobacco industry’s
framing of the issue:
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Any governmental interventions limiting the citizen’s rights
to develop his own personadlity in the form of general bans
are only justified in restricted cases. A general ban on
smoking, however, is not in line with the appropriateness
of means. The smoker’s and nonsmoker’s personal rights
should be weighed against one another.'®

The government did not propose any new legislation or
additional financial resources. Voluntary measures were
given priority over clear regulations. This position represented
a substantial retreat from statements made four years earlier.

The lack of any call for statutory measures to protect non-
smokers at this time does not appear accidental. The federal
government’s departure from legislative support to protect
non-smokers was revealed in its response to a parliamentary
enquiry submitted in 1978 about the scientific evidence on
health hazards of secondhand smoke and what subsequent
legislative measures would be necessary on the basis of this
evidence.” The government’s answer reflected standard
tobacco industry rhetoric common in the United States and
elsewhere:

The federal government does not deem legislative
measures for the protection of nonsmokers as necessary
at present. The program for the protection of nonsmokers,
which has been drawn up by the federal government
together with the federal states and which will be
forwarded to the Lower House of the Federal Parliament
shortly, contains numerous measures for the improvement
of the protection of nonsmokers, in which the education of
smokers and the appeal to reason and voluntary
consideration with regard to nonsmokers are in the
foreground.? [emphasis added]

Even as evidence against secondhand smoke accumulated,
the federal government continued to minimise its effects. In
1980, the associate director of scientific issues at RJ Reynolds
(RJR) in the United States who had earlier received
correspondence from a German cigarette manufacturer’s
representatives regarding nicotine as a possible toxic
(1968), Frank Colby, reported that he had:

...reasonably reliable, VERY CONFIDENTIAL information
that the present German Government is ready to publicly
condemn the implications of the White and Froeb study
[the first study showing that secondhand smoke adversely
affected pulmonary function in healthy nonsmokers]? in
response to inquiries from the German Parliament.
[emphasis in original]?

Possibly linked to the release of the 1986 US Surgeon
General Report, “Health consequences of involuntary smok-
ing”,’® a government paper summarising an ““action program
for the promotion of non-smoking” was underway in
Germany in early 1987 to discuss planned government
activity.”' The action programme originally was to be issued
by the federal government under Chancellor Helmut Kohl.*'
However in 1990, when it was quietly released on World No
Tobacco Day, it carried the name of the Federal Health
Ministry and made no mention of the federal government.”
The Health Ministry did not even hold a press conference to
promote the report publicly.”

The 1990 programme, which did not represent a sub-
stantial step forward compared to existing voluntary mea-
sures, solely consisted of the brief presentation of an
educational campaign targeted at adolescents and recom-
mendations on tobacco cessation, self-regulation of access to
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tobacco products, protection of non-smokers, tobacco adver-
tising, and warning labels. Consistent with the ministry’s
practice of minimising the dangers of secondhand smoke, it
only said, “[I]involuntary inhalation of tobacco smoke —
passive smoking — is for keavily exposed nonsmokers not only
an annoyance, but a health risk that needs to be taken
seriously; on this there has been, in recent years, a great
increase in the evidence [emphasis added].”** The pro-
gramme repeated the existing weak policies following
standard tobacco industry rhetoric’*> and suggested establish-
ing smoking zones with ‘“adequate” ventilation. Even these

Bornhéduser, McCarthy, Glantz

weak recommendations did not specify who would be
responsible for implementation.

The minutes of a Verband board meeting in August 1990
indicate that the programme had been weakened consider-
ably,”* deleting earlier drafts’ recommended tax increases and
provisions to limit easy access to tobacco products (table 2).”
Rather than implementing strong guidelines to protect
individuals from the dangers of smoking, the final pro-
gramme recognised the tobacco industry’s contribution to
smoking reduction by way of product modification. Whereas
it had been stated earlier that evidence of health damage

Table 2 Action programme for the promotion of non-smoking, 1990: provisions as proposed versus enacted

Youth access

Protection of
non-smokers

Schools/youth
centres

Cessation plans

Tobacco
advertisements

Warning labels

Tobacco tax,
subventions

No access for underage youth as a mid-term goal by way of
“youth-proof” vending outdoor machines and giving up of
sales to children and youth. Legislative regulations by way of
law for the protection of youth, if voluntary measures do not
prove sufficient

Generally:

All rooms that are shared by smokers and non-smokers to
become smoke-free

Amendment of the workplace ordinance of 1975 yielding an
explicit protection of employees against exposure to tobacco
smoke

Propagate smoke-free policies in homes, schools, health sector,
businesses and administration

Specific settings:

In governmental institutions with public access, smoking to

be prohibited in waiting rooms. Smoking only allowed in
separate areas

On public transportation, the proportion of non-smoking

seats shall be greater than the proportion of non-smokers

in the population

Health sector: In hospitals, smoking shall be prohibited for staff,
patients and visitors in all rooms that are used by patients.

In single rooms, smoking by staff is subject to personal

decision (identical in both drafts)

Talks with the hotel and restaurant association about
recommendations to set up smokefree restaurants. In restaurants
and cafes non-smoking-areas shall be provided at a ratio of 7:3
(in favour of non-smokers). Restaurant-law to be examined with
view to whether a legislative frame is necessary.

Smoke-free policies for schools and youth centres, abolition of
existing smoking rooms for pupils in schools

Further and more fargeted cessation plans, especially for
pregnant women, inc|uding provisions for the modification

of tobacco products to make them less harmful

Stronger warning labels on fobacco products and on tobacco
advertisements

Further restrictions of tobacco advertisement, primarily by
means of gradual elimination of tobacco advertising in the
public space. If necessary, legislative measures in course of
the EU harmonisation

If necessary, legislative measures in the course of the EU
harmonisation

Tobacco tax raises and efforts to further reduce the
subventions on European level for the growing of tobacco

Topic/setting Provision as originally proposed® (draft 1988) Provision as issued”” (1990)
Educational Campaign promoting non-smoking was to run from 1987-1995, Event festivals targeted at youth. Further target groups include
campaign administered by the Federal Health education authority hedlth professionals, doctors, journalists, opinion leaders,

teacher associations, labour unions, employer associations, efc
Voluntary measures, dialogue with the responsible associations
(retailer, manufacturers of vending machines)

Generally:

In implementing the EU resolution of May 1989 calling for
smoke-free policies in public buildings, precedence shall be given
to voluntary measures and specific individual regulations such as
house rules or administrative guidelines.

Specific settings:

In governmental institutions with public access, smoking
prohibited in waiting rooms. As far as possible, smoking shall be
allowed in separated rooms or areas

On public transportation, seats shall be provided for non-
smokers according fo the proportion of non-smokers in the
population

Health sector: In hospitals, smoking shall be prohibited for staff,
patients and visitors in all rooms that are used by patients. In
single rooms, smoking by staff is subject to personal decision

Talks with the hotel and restaurant association about
recommendations to set up smoke-free restaurants, in connection
with measures that encourage mutual tolerance. In restaurants,
adequate ventilation, non-smoking areas or the like shall be
pushed in order fo minimise involuntary smoking of guests

No mention about the precision of the workplace ordinance
besides the suggestion that a reference could be included in the
workplace ordinance fo organisational possibilities of the
employer, e.g. the spatial separation of smokers and non-
smokers or the enactment of (graded) smoking bans

Classroom health promotion and the exemplary development of
non-smoking zones in schools and youth centres. Voluntary
measures to achieve smoke-free schools, further regulations only
if these do not work out

Integration of cessation counselling into psychosocial counselling
centres, development of special smoker counselling centres
Pregnant women as special target group

Voluntary measures have precedence over legislative restrictions
Suggestions:

The Ministry of Health will discuss with the associations in the
tobacco business about:

(1) extension of the existing self-regulations of tobacco
adverﬁsing (restriction of odverfising referring fo youth,
restriction of billboard advertising, especially around schools and
youth centres)

(2) renunciation of the joint adverfisement for smoking/cigarettes
in general

(3) renunciation of give-away cigarettes

(4) renunciation of cigarette advertising in cinemas before films
that are adult (over 18 years old) rated

The Health Ministry intends to select warning labels which
express the risk and danger of smoking. It however declines
exaggerated phrases such as “/smoking kills"”

None
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caused by secondhand smoke necessitated an effective
protection of non-smokers in public institutions and work-
places,” secondhand smoke was not even mentioned in the
programme’s preface in 1990. The final 1990 version referred
to secondhand smoke as simply a “risk that needs to be taken
seriously”.”> The programme was also targeted primarily at
youth, one of the tobacco industry’s favourite strategies used
to promote the use of tobacco products as mature beha-
viour.* >’

Before the programme was issued, the then-chairman of
the Medical Action Group on Smoking and Health,
Ferdinand Schmidt, reproached the federal government for
failing to protect non-smokers, an outcome he attributed to
tobacco industry opposition.*®

The Verband’s public relations response

Strong public relations were critical to the Verband, which
relied on a public relations committee (PR-Ausschuss, PRA)
to “ensure that the public has a positive perception of the
German cigarette industry.””” The Verband quickly realised
that the emergence of secondhand smoke as a public concern
and subsequent governmental action for the protection of
non-smokers represented a serious problem for the social
acceptance of smoking." ** This concern was reflected in a
presentation by a Verband employee at a 1983 meeting of
National Manufacturing Organizations in Washington DC:

Ladies and Gentlemen, you all know the importance of the
""Passive Smoking’” issue for our prime PR-problem which
is the social acceptability of smoking. The war declared on
smoking and the tobacco manufacturers ... would become
a deadly threat to the long-term survival of our industry if
passive smoking could be proven a real health hazard.?

The remaining presentation described the Verband’s mid
1970s sophisticated covert public relations programme to
shape science and policy to support industry needs.

In 1975, a brochure on secondhand smoke with a
circulation of 1.3 million copies entitled ““Passive Smoking —
a documentation concerning the state of affairs on political
discussion, jurisdiction and scientific knowledge of the topic
of passive smoking” was published by the Verband and
targeted medical journalists, leaders, members of parliament,
and others in government.** The aim of the pamphlet was
to prove “the scientific irrelevance of the thesis that passive
smoking damages the health of the nonsmoker”.*' Mirroring
the same tactics as the US tobacco industry,* the Verband
claimed that the brochure summarised the state of the art of
scientific findings to facilitate a factual assessment of effects
from secondhand smoke. The brochure, however, simply
presented statements from high profile scientists who all had
ties to the tobacco industry and frequently contested the
evidence that secondhand smoke was dangerous to non-
smokers.”™ A number of press articles and two print
magazines were also released and distributed by the
Verband.* *° !

In 1976, the Verband founded its own leaflet press review,
the “International Tobacco Science Information Service”, to
produce tobacco-friendly information on smoking and
health. With a circulation of 1500 and a target audience of
journalists, health officials, politicians and public opinion
leaders, it reported every three weeks on research ‘““favourable
or at least neutral to the tobacco industry, but which the
tobacco industry cannot directly say for themselves”.” To
avoid suspicions that it might be sponsored by the tobacco
industry, it was offered at a subscription price and its reports
were disseminated under the acronym “iti”’.>* At least three
issues in the late 1980s included articles designed to indicate
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that there was a controversy about the health dangers of
secondhand smoke.”*>* The production of this kind of media
material is an ongoing strategy of the tobacco industry in the
United State and elsewhere.”” **

Such Verband activities increased over time, and a report
summarising governmental activities and Verband actions
suggested that industry materials reached over one billion
copies in 1977 and would be considerably higher in 1978.”
These publications appear to have been successful for the
tobacco industry in reaching the press, politicians, and
scientists.”” ® As in other countries,” while the legitimate,
peer reviewed scientific literature unequivocally documented
detrimental health effects of secondhand smoke, industry-
favourable coverage in the lay press gave the impression that
there was still doubt as to the health risks of secondhand
smoke. A 1989 document credited this industry-favourable
coverage to the Verband’s PR-program:

...a number of discussions with large German publishing
houses which publish the most important daily papers,
magazines and journals. The industry urged the publish-
ing houses to guarantee a more objective [i.e., supporting
the industry position] reporting. These talks have had an
obvious effect and reporting has changed in a positive
respect.®’ [emphasis added)]

The 1977 conference in Munich illustrates both the
industry’s effect on legislation and its successful public
relations efforts. To mobilise public and political opinion
against federal governmental action for non-smoker protec-
tion, the symposium entitled “Passive Smoking at the
Workplace” was officially organised by the Bavarian
Academy for Industrial and Social Medicine and scheduled
as the Academy’s 1977 continuing education event to
summarise medical and legal information on secondhand
smoke. The Secretary of State of the Bavarian State Office for
Labor and Social Order gave the opening address.*> An official
from the Bavarian Ministry of the Interior told a representa-
tive of the Munich Nonsmokers Initiative that this event
represented an effort by the tobacco industry to undermine
the pending governmental action for the protection of non-
smokers.”” The direct link to the tobacco industry was never
disclosed to the public, nor appeared in the conference
materials, but the industry’s secret planning of this sympo-
sium was confirmed in a report of a Verband representative at
the September 1983 meeting of several National Tobacco
Manufacturing Associations in Washington DC:

The official organizer was the Bavarian Academy for
Occupational and Social Medicine. The active participants
were eminent medical scientists and lawyers. The con-
ference was attended by high ranking persondlities of the
health scenery including health officials from the
Ministry.?* [emphasis added]

As Frank Colby of RJR in the United States reported in a
confidential interoffice memorandum dated February 1982,
the Verband was involved in the preparation of another,
similar event:

because of the potential legislation and the potential
threshold limit listing [the Verband was] committed to hold
a public smoking meeting in Germany before the end of
the year.**

Another confidential memorandum by Colby, also dated
February 1982 and labelled “please note and destroy”
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reported that in December 1981 the German Ministry of
Labor and Social Order had published a status report on the
drafting of legislation pertaining to the protection of employ-
ees in the workplace. Colby recounted that this draft had
been proposed by the German Health Ministry and included a
paragraph that referred to smoking as a “manner which may
be annoying.” He noted:

There seems to be a report available ot least in drafting
form from one of the Divisions of the German Health
Ministry which reportedly endorses, as proven, the
allegations of the White and Froeb [the first study showing
that secondhand smoke adversely affected pulmonary
function in healthy nonsmokers], and similar studies on
respiratory and cardiac impairments in adults.®

He went on to explain that therefore, the German industry
was:

"sub-rosa’ trying to organize in Germany for the second
half of the year, a scientific conference on public
smoking...*>

The Verband had recognised the need for covert, proactive
activity to counteract those opposing smoking. The fact that
this approach was applied systematically and successfully
was described in a report of a visit to the Verband in 1979 by
a member of the British National Manufacturing Association:

...by far the greatest proportion of the work and
expenditure goes into the “arms length” promotional
activities intended to maintain the social acceptability of
smoking... When publications appear which clearly
misrepresent or distort facts and are likely to mislead the
public VAC call [sic] on the services of a law firm who act
[sic] with no apparent connection with the industry. ...
Risks. The type of clandestine operations [reference to the
above and other promotional activities] in which the VdC
is involved clearly carry certain risks of detection, by such
people as investigative journalists, of the link between the
industry and the end product. HK [Harald Kénig, a
Verband employee] believes that the precautions they take
are sufficient to enable the industry to be able to deny any
link and says that such risks as remain are acceptable to
the VdC member companies ... By this form of combined
approach the German industry seems to have defended
itself better than many countries from the worst excesses of
the various anti-smoking lobbies and has maintained a
higher standing for itself and its product in the public
mind. %2 [emphasis added)]

The industry’s use of law firms to insulate the tobacco
companies and provide secrecy is a strategy that the industry
has used worldwide, particularly in efforts to undermine the
evidence linking secondhand smoke to disease.*

The industry’s efforts were working, and the tobacco
industry’s 1978 ““Smoking and Health Report”*” on govern-
ment and Verband activity gave an indication of its success
regarding attempts to defuse public debate on the danger of
smoking and secondhand smoke. The report suggested that
1974 government assertions on smoking (for example, a
figure published of roughly 140 000 deaths per year from
smoking and a figure quoted of DM20 000-25 000 million for
social costs resulting from smoking) would no longer be
upheld in their original form:
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As has been stated, these opinions have not yet been given
officially; they do, however, indicate a considerable
modification in the Ministry of Health’s way of thinking
on the problem of Smoking and Health.>

A major shift in the general discourse on passive smoking
followed the publication of three notable studies and a
Surgeon General’s report on secondhand smoke between
1980 through 1986,° 77 and yet the tobacco industry
successfully employed defensive strategies through influen-
tial public relations and an astute awareness regarding its
need to increase political intervention. The effort to publicly
deny any link between secondhand smoke and disease
became more pertinent after the publication in late 1980
and early 1981 of papers by Hirayama,” Trichopoulos, et al’
and Garfinkel, ef al” linking secondhand smoking with lung
cancer. The most notable paper was from Japan by
Hirayama’ and showed that non-smoking women married
to smokers had higher lung cancer rates than non-smoking
women married to non-smokers.” ”* On 8 May 1981, the
Verband published a full-page advertisement (fig 1) in four
leading German dailies, aiming to refute an article on
Hirayama’s findings and a statement regarding Germans
dying prematurely due to smoking in the widely read
magazine, Stern.” ” The Verband ran the advertisement
criticising the Hirayama study despite private assurances
from Franz Adlkofer, head of scientific department of the
Verband and scientific secretary of the Research Council
Smoking and Health, that Hirayama was correct.”™

Likely linked to the publication of the 1986 US Surgeon
General’s report “The Health Effects of Involuntary
Smoking” and the efforts toward an action programme for
the protection of non-smokers by the German Federal Health
Ministry, the Verband was planning a major public relations
offensive on secondhand smoke. A 1987 Verband memo
revealed its analysis showing secondhand smoke was widely
understood as a risk by the general public; the Verband’s
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Figure 1 This full-page Verband advertisement ran in four German
dailies including the print magazine Stern, refuting findings linking
secondhand smoke to cancer and premature death.”
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subsequent political tactics; and public relations messages
used to counter smoking restrictions and acceptance of the
scientific evidence that passive smoking was dangerous.”” The
Verband’s analysis indicated an urgent need to intervene on a
political level which it successfully responded to through
political contacts, public relations, and lobbying efforts. The
document also highlights a growing readiness for political
intervention in the second half of the 1980s. A document
entitled “ETS — Challenge for the Industry” (1989) acknowl-
edged the successful positioning by the Verband two years later:

Numerous talks between industry representatives and
politicians of all parties about the topic of ETS have taken
place in the past years. The series of politicians engaged
comprises members of the Federal Parliament and of State
Parliaments, Federal Ministers and Ministers of Federal
States, including Health Ministers. The industry organized
parliamentary evenings, had negotiations with the most
important committees of the Bundestag (Lower House) and
with high-ranking employees from the administration. A
certain group of industry representatives and employees of
the Health Ministry is meeting regularly for an exchange of
ideas. All of these political contacts are being cultivated
and continuously improved. In conclusion it can be said
that the German industry is using a great amount of PR-
resources and political lobbying in order to establish its
position.®' [emphasis added)]

The Verband’s efforts to shape science, scientific
committees and events

Research conducted inside and on behalf of the
tobacco industry

Conducting its own health-effects research both internally
and externally was an essential part of the Verband’s effort to
maintain credibility with the general public and positive
relations with the government.”*® The Verband’s internal
and external research was also used to create a collaborative
climate with scientists and the health establishment, both by
funding outside academics and by maintaining the status of
an active and respectable scientific player itself.*’ *> At the
same time, the Verband’s own facilities were used to conduct
research considered too sensitive to be contracted to out-
siders.** The tobacco manufacturers wanted a hand in
primary research to try and block potentially important
research that could produce results dangerous to the
industry.

Recruitment of “‘independent’’ scientists

Part of the industry’s strategy to slow public acceptance of
the scientific evidence linking secondhand smoke with
disease was recruiting “independent” medical and political
authorities to speak on this position.*” ¥ * Probably the most
important health authority allied with the tobacco industry in
Germany during the 1980s was Karl Uberla. Simultaneously
acting as President of the German Federal Health Office, he
was head of a private research institute in Munich, the “GIS”
(Gesellschaft fiir Informationsverarbeitung und Statistik in
der Medizin). As Frank Colby noted in a 1982 RJR
memorandum, this situation “is permissible in Germany,
but would be considered totally unethical in the US and other
countries”.* Uberla at least on one occasion changed written
assessments about secondhand smoke that had been made
by his staff in an effort to skew scientific evidence in favour
of the tobacco industry.” *' Several “conclusions” in a report
by the BGA (Bundesgesundheitsamt, the German federal
health office) on lung cancer in persons exposed to second-
hand smoke were changed to “hypotheses” and a “proven
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effect” became a ““described effect.” He deleted the statement
that it was reasonable to make the assumption that second-
hand smoke negatively influences and chronically damages
lung function and increases the risk of lung cancer in non-
smokers. After Uberla’s editing, secondhand smoke became
an “annoyance’” rather than a dangerous substance.”

In 1982, the Verband contracted with Uberla’s GIS for a
study on “‘passive smoking and lung cancer.”® Adlkofer
explained how the Verband won over Uberla:

It has turned out that one of the highest health-political
authorities of the Federal Republic [i.e. Uberla] has taken
a very balanced and sophisticated stance on passive
smoking, which has dealt especially critically with the
alleged evidence that has been presented so far on the
harmfulness of such passive smoking. There is the
possibility to consolidate this authority in his conviction
so far attained with a scientific endeavor which would
extend over several years and also to enable him to make,
publicly, on the basis of his own research, decidedly
congruent statements.”?

The tobacco industry in Germany maintained a level of
respectability that allowed it access to high level authorities,
scientists, and scientific institutions who agreed to serve on
its Research Council Smoking and Health.”

Influencing high level working groups and scientific
commissions

In 1983, a working group on ‘““Cancer risk due to smoking”
was set up by the Federal Ministry of Health to advise the
federal government on issues surrounding active and passive
smoking.”! Of the 24 members the ministry invited to
comprise this working group, at least five had worked for
or received funds from the Verband.* **® Though this
working group did not have programmatic or legislative
authority, the group’s composition gave the Verband legiti-
macy at the Federal Ministry of Health and put it in a
position to influence government policy.”

In the MAK-commission, tobacco smoke resurfaced in
1980 when one of the commission members suggested
adding secondhand smoke onto the MAK-list. While the
MAK-commission does not have actual regulatory power,
regulatory authorities use MAK classifications to establish
permissible exposure limits. As an RJR memorandum written
by Frank Colby in 1981 revealed, Dietrich Henschler, chair-
man of the MAK-commission between 1969 and 1991, did
not support the request to consider secondhand smoke. The
same memo suggested that “off the record” Henschler
considered this request nonsensical and did not believe that
it had a chance of ever being approved.” Henschler received
funds from RJR in the late 1970s for research related to
thresholds in chemical carcinogenesis,” before the discussion
about including secondhand smoke on the MAK-list took
place.” Further, even though the MAK-commission con-
cluded in 1985 that a cancer risk was to be assumed because
secondhand smoke contained a mixture of carcinogenic
substances, the commission only recommended appropriate
preventive measures for workplaces that were heavily
contaminated with tobacco smoke.'” Because secondhand
smoke was not formally declared an occupational substance,
the 1985 inclusion of secondhand smoke by the MAK-
commission was not a strong statement and did not have a
broad impact on everyday life.

Though the Verband had considered taking legal steps
against the 1985 inclusion of secondhand smoke into the
MAK-list,'" it did not pursue them. When it was clear that
the inclusion could not be prevented, however, the Verband
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worked to classify secondhand smoke in a different section
(under pyrolysis products from organic substances) which
would be less conspicuous under substances that are
definitely proven or suspected on justified grounds to be
carcinogenic.'”” The Verband’s Adlkofer gave a presentation
to industry representatives which predicted that the federal
government was not going to do anything in response to the
MAK-classification:

In spite of this [the MAK-classification of second-hand
smoke in 1985], the Federal Government does not feel
compelled so far to modify the nonsmoker’s [sic] protec-
tion program. In its opinion, the text outlined in the MAK
list does not provide proof of the carcinogenic effects of
passive smoking. The attitude of the Government is
supported by a vote issued by the working group
“Krebsgefdhrdung durch Rauchen” (cancer risk due to
smoking) who advise [sic] the Federal Ministry of Health
and the Government.'*

The MAK-commission revisited secondhand smoke in 1997
and in 1998 placed secondhand smoke in category Al,
“substances which are definitely carcinogenic to humans and
which can be expected to contribute substantially to cancer
risk”.'** The vote of the MAK-commission for the change of
the classification had originally been scheduled for 19
January 1998, however, through “new data submitted by
the VdC [Verband] and the influence of Adlkofer, the vote
was postponed”.'” This delay was very important for the
tobacco industry, because the final vote on a federal
nonsmoker protection law was due on 5 February 1998.
The proposed law was defeated before the MAK-commission
voted.

The tobacco industry carefully tracked public attitudes on
secondhand smoke and the potential support of regulatory
action in Europe to avoid the problems that were emerging
for the industry in the United States. In 1989, Philip Morris
International conducted a public opinion poll comparing
attitudes about secondhand smoke and related issues in 10
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European countries and the United States.'” The comparison
of Germany and the United States yielded several interesting
results, showing that public opinion about secondhand
smoke in the two countries was similar. Secondhand smoke
was, in fact, considered a health hazard by a greater
proportion of the West German population than the US
population. Germans were also more supportive of govern-
mental action to protect non-smokers than US citizens
(table 3). Among the European countries, the survey
indicated that non-smokers in Germany desired separate
facilities in restaurants to a far greater degree than the
populations of most southern European countries (Spain,
France, Italy) (fig 2). While the proportion of the German
population favouring government legislation restricting
smoking in public places was below some European
countries, the 49% of the population which favoured such
actions exceeded the United States (47%) (fig 2).

In its summary of main findings, Philip Morris
International concluded:

The perception that ETS represents a danger to health is
widespread. ... Both smokers and nonsmokers in Europe
desire more rules in the future against smoking in public
places. Europeans are generally less opposed to
government involvement in the smoking issue than people
in the US.'* [emphasis added)]

Given these patterns of public opinion, it is notable that
Germany has lagged so far behind the United States in
developing and implementing policies to provide smoke-free
environments. A survey identified in the British American
Tobacco documents and probably conducted by a tobacco
manufacturer in 1988, reported that 80% of German non-
smokers and 55% of smokers believed that smoking “‘pollutes
the environment” and that 80% of non-smokers and 48% of
smokers considered secondhand smoke to be a very large or
large health risk.'” In addition to surveys conducted by the
tobacco industry, several polls were conducted by indepen-
dent survey institutes in the 1990s, most of which indicated

Table 3  Results from the 1989 Philip Morris survey: public sentiment about secondhand
smoke and desire for public smoking restrictions in Germany as compared to the United
States'*
Germany United States

ltem Non-smokers Smokers ~ Non-smokers Smokers

Consideration of ETS as health hazard 95% 87% 62% 32%

Non-smokers finding cigarette smoke annoying 76% - 71% -
Would like policy to be smoking not allowed in 10% 4% 22% 7%

restaurants

Would like policy to be separate facilities in 62% 43% 75% 87%

restaurants

Would like policy to be smoking not allowed in 45% 25% 31% 15%

the office

Would like policy fo be separate facilities in the office ~ 30% 38% 59% 67%

Would like policy to be smoking not allowed in 27% 12% 45% 25%

waiting room/lobbies

Would like policy o be separate facilities in 40% 35% 37% 42%

waiting rooms/lobbies

Believe government should pass laws restricting 49% 47%

cigarette smoking in public places

Agree strongly that making smoking socially 25% 30%

unacceptable should be major goal of

government health po|icy

Agree strongly that when smokers and non-smokers 69% 37%

use some courtesy there is no need for government

rules

Agree employers should improve office ventilation 74% 64%

rather than ban smoking

www.tobaccocontrol.com
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Figure 2 Philip Morris’ 1989
international comparison of population

beliefs regarding government

100% % Of total population who balleve that the government should
pass laws restricting cigarette smoking in public places
B4
1]

Turk Greece Spain

Bl pelieve Govwarnment

Should Pass Laws

that the great majority of the West German population
favoured smoke-free policies at the workplace and in public
places (table 4).

From the 1990s onward, this strategy seems to have been
employed widely. A 1991 letter from the government affairs
manager of Philip Morris Corporate Services in Brussels
revealed that the use of the ““American intolerance message”
appeared to work well and was to be used to the industry’s
benefit:

...during a meeting on ETS last week, a consensus seemed
to emerge concerning the desirability of using American
intolerance as an argument against anti-smoking in
Europe... Having had the opportunity to use the “intoler-
ance’’ message personally with European journdlists, | can
assure you that journalists are easily won over when one
explains that we are simply fighting the development of
such intolerant behaviour in Europe.’"

The same letter explained that some commentaries on the
subject of ““American intolerance” were available in a Phillip

Italy France SwitzW.Germ Fin Sweden UK,

legislation of smoking in public places
showed slightly higher support for such
policies in West Germany than in the
United States.'

U.5.A.

Morris ETS reference manual and others would be dissemi-
nated later. Additional reference was made to the fact that
Philip Morris International had “offered to help organize a
conference on the sociological phenomenon of American
extremism and intolerance in an EC market”.""' We were not
able to determine whether this conference actually took
place.

1994-2002: the tobacco industry influences
legislation

While the Reunification of Germany in 1990 did not appear
to have affected the politics of tobacco control, there were
several unsuccessful efforts to pass non-smoker protection
legislation between 1994 and 2002. In 1994, for example, a
multi-party group of 41 (out of 662) members of the
Bundestag introduced a draft for federal non-smoker protec-
tion legislation.'” This bill nominally created smoke-free
workplaces and public facilities, but, consistent with estab-
lished tobacco industry strategies, allowed for the creation of
smoking zones as long as there was ‘““adequate” ventila-
tion.” '* While polling showed wide German population
support for smoke-free public places (65% of non-smokers

Table 4 Independent surveys on population sentiment about secondhand smoke and its regulation showed a majority of
Germans favoured smoke-free policies in public and at the workplace

Verlagsgesellschaft

1994  FORSA TV channel RTL

1996 FORSA Not established

1997 GfK Marktforschung
GmbH

German Nonsmokers
Initiative

Year  Survey institute Contracting entity Sample Results (and source)

1993  Eurobarometer EU Commission 12 800 78% favour smoking bans in public places, 19% against, 88%
favour separate areas in workplace'” (cited in a PM Draft report,
dated 1994'%)

1993 Infratest Tabak-Info- 2020 46% non-smokers, 19% smokers favour smoking bans in public

501 persons

Not established

2600 persons
(aged 16-69)

places'®* (25% non-smokers say government should regulate

smokers/non-smokers relations, 75% say that modus vivendi
should be found) (cited in a PM Draft report, dated 1994'%)
65% in favour of smoking bans in public places'* (40% of the
smokers; 78% in former East Germany, 61% in former West
Germany) (cited in a PM Draft report, dated 1994'%)

69% pro smoke-free workplaces (including 49% smokers) (cited
after Stiddeutsche Zeitung of 3 June 1996'”)

68.1% are for a statutory non-smoker protection (83.6% non-
smokers; 45.2% smokers)'"°
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and 40% of smokers),'* the initiative received mostly critical
media coverage in spite of wide popular support and did not
paSS.] 12 114

In 1998, less than one month before the final parliamentary
vote, the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, one of the major German
nationwide newspapers, reported the results of a study
concluding that the law for protection from smoking would
cost German businesses DM33 billion (US$16 billion). The
report, commissioned by the tobacco industry,'” was conducted
by a private economic research institute, the Institute of the
German Industry, whose president had spoken out against the
proposed law several times. These one-sided studies predicting
economic chaos are a well-established tobacco industry tactic
for opposing smoking restrictions.'"®

Further, a January 1998 survey was published reporting
that over three-quarters of Germans did not want new
legislation and that 42% of non-smokers and 75% of smokers
regarded the existing regulations as sufficient.''” A press
statement by the German Nonsmokers Initiative reported
that Burke AG, the survey institute that conducted the poll,
had close links to the Institute of the German Industry that
had produced the economic study claiming the bill would
hurt the economy. It also stated that the results were in stark
contrast to all other surveys carried out on the subject.'** On 5
February 1998, the bill was defeated. It was not until 2002
that a weak ordinance nominally protecting non-smokers at
the workplace entered into force, after a comprehensive non-
smoker protection law was defeated in the two previous
parliamentary terms.

As of January 2005, the German government had not
established any meaningful programme to promote imple-
mentation of the revised workplace law. Employees can sue
their employers if they do not comply with the ordinance, but
given the vague specification of obligations under the law, it
is doubtful that such a legal action would succeed while
leaving the employee open to retaliation by the employer. The
law represents a victory for the tobacco industry because it
permits the government to claim that the issue of smoking in
workplaces has been addressed without requiring any major
changes in the status quo.

Limitations

This paper is primarily based on tobacco industry documents
that have been made public as a result of litigation in the
United States. There is always the possibility that important
information was not included in the documents that were
produced. In addition, the indexing of the documents is often
of low quality, especially for the German language docu-
ments, so there is the possibility that relevant documents
may have been missed in our searches. Some of the events
discussed here occurred many years ago, thus some primary
source documents were not available and we were required to
rely on secondary sources. Nevertheless, past experience has
demonstrated that, despite these limitations, such research
appears to give a reasonable picture of industry activities.

DISCUSSION

Even though the West German government’s 1974 response
to a parliamentary enquiry had stated that it would be
irresponsible to wait until a rash of sick persons has fallen
victim to secondhand smoke before acting to protect non-
smokers,"” it never acted to provide meaningful protection.
One of the remarkable conclusions that follows from this 30
year history is how constant and magnifying the influence of
the tobacco industry has been in Germany despite the many
changes in government. While each of Germany’s major
political parties has held a position of power in the
government since 1974 (the year of the strong governmental
statement regarding secondhand smoke), none has acted
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What this paper adds

Germany has lagged well behind most developed countries
in implementing tobacco control policies and has often
supported the tfobacco industry’s positions in international
negotiations. It has no widespread restrictions on smoking in
public places or workplaces.

The tobacco industry in Germany represented by the
“Verband”’ (Verband der Cigarettenindustrie) contained and
neutralised the early debate about secondhand smoke
through an exceptionally successful collaboration with
selected scientists, health professionals and policy makers,
along with a sophisticated public relations programme that
has not been countered effectively by health advocates. As a
result, Germany is one of the few major countries in the world
where the tobacco industry remains a completely legitimate
force in public discourse.

adequately with regards to the relevance of secondhand
smoke.

As it has done everywhere else in the world,* # '"*~'?! the
tobacco industry has fought against clean indoor air laws in
Germany by working to discredit and deny the accumulating
scientific evidence on the dangers of secondhand smoke.
Reporting that the same strategies were used elsewhere helps
to make the important point that the tobacco companies use
many common strategies around the world, despite differ-
ences in cultural and political circumstances. This is an
important message for public health professionals, who often
perceive the differences in industry strategies among various
countries to be much greater than they are. Ernst Briickner,
Managing Director of the Verband until 2004, recognised this
success at a meeting of the Verband Board of Directors in
1991:

In practically all developed countries of the world as well
as in all responsible international organisations, the
question about the health hazards of smoking has been
decided. From a scientific point of view, such a damage is
doubtless. The only scientific community that has held this
question open is Germany. This is not the least owing to
Dr. Adlkofer [until 1995, he was a leading employee of
the Verband, both Head of the Scientific Department of the
Verband and the Scientific Secretary of the Research
Council Smoking and Health] and due to the collaboration
of industry with science.'?? [emphasis added]

Unlike many other countries, however, the tobacco
industry in Germany has remained a legitimate partner for
business, government, and the scientific community. It
recognised this success, managing to continuously obscure
and deny scientific evidence on the factual danger of
secondhand smoke. Over the years, its air of scientific
integrity allowed the Verband to maintain political standing
and remain involved in relevant scientific and health policy
discussions. The minutes of an 8 February 2001 meeting of
the Verband’s Science and Industry Policy Committee took
stock of the Verband’s research over the past 25 years, at
which time Verband representatives expressed pleasure at their
role in the smoking and health debate and stated that
secondhand smoke was no longer a pressing topic in Germany:

The priority goal of attaining credibility and competence in
the discussion about smoking and health has been
achieved primarily by independent research. ... The main
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focus of the VdC-research had shifted from the risk-
assessment of passive smoking to active smoking in the
past 1-2 years. .... Dr. Heller [Adlkofer’s successor as
Head of the Scientific Department] emphasized that as a
result of the VdC-research policies the cigarette industry in
Germany still is an accepted discussant partner regarding
scientific and health-policy. The efficiency of [the
Verband's] research is proven among other things by
the fact that one can participate in shaping the scientific
discussions in many domains and that the expertise on the
topic smoking and health which is acquired within the VdC
is being considered.® [emphasis added]

The tobacco industry ran a coordinated, pervasive, and
effective effort to avoid policies and regulations that would
reduce or eliminate exposure to secondhand smoke and,
indirectly, reduce active smoking and cigarette consumption.
In 2005, more than 30 years after the German industry
started this effort, there was little regulation of smoking in
Germany. The challenge for public health forces in Germany
is to break the alliances between the tobacco industry and the
German government and scientific establishment and to de-
legitimise the scientific standing of the tobacco industry in
Germany. In this sense, Germany lags well behind many
other highly developed industrial countries such as Ireland,
Norway, Australia, New Zealand, and the United States.
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